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Remarks 

Reconsideration of the applicadon is requested The dependency of Claim 17 has been corrected as 
required by the examiner, and amendments have been effected herein to account for the Superguide case by 
clarifying that only one of a group, instead of each item listed in the gtoup, need limit the scope of the. claim. 

Grounds for Rejectian 

a. Claims 1 -6, 9- 1 5, and 1 8-23, of which Claims 1 , 9, and 1 8 are independent, have been rejected 
under 35 U.S C. §102 as being andcipated by Falvo et al., USFP 2003/0140343. 

b. Claims 7, 8, 16, 17, 24, and 25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable 
over Falvo et al. 

RcsD»nsc tci Rejections 

AnttcipatifHi Rcjcctfons 

The Office Action coriecdy alleges that in Falvo, "the displa.y devices ate conneciable to WLAN 
bridge 330 via either twisted pair or via RF link, see figure 5'' (emphasis mine). Claim 1, however, requires 
that a component be configured for communicating with the server along a wired path and abo along a 
wireless path, and that die server an<Vor component determines wliicli patl) to use for communicadon based 
on at least one of: a component preference^ a bandwidth capability, an occupancy ratio. Thus, since no one 
display component in Falvo appears to communicate over both a wired and a wireless link as required by 
Gaim 1 , there is no reason to undertake the determination in Qaim 1 of selecting which path to use, much 
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less to undertake the detennination using the i^ecific parameters claimed, and not surprisnigly Falvo does not 
tfisach anything of the sort. The comments above apply mutatis mutandis to the other claims nyected under 
this section. 

Obviousness Kejections 

Indeed, the Office Action admits on page 7 that Falvo fails to disclose determining a path to use based 
on bandwidth or occupancy ratio, but without any support whatsoever alleges that doing so would have been 
obvious "to improve the system's pciformance by avoiding congestion on the link." Not otily is this 
unsupporied by evidence of record, but since Falvo's display devices each communicate using and one only 
one path (wired or wireless), there is no reason lo modify Falvo to make a selection that is not possible given 
Falvo's architecture. 

Tlie Examiner is conlially invited to telephone the undersigned at (619) 338-8075 for any reason which 
would advance the instant application to allowance. 



Respecifully submitted^ 
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